
Ma&h 26, 1952 

Dear Cavalli: 

I am replying immdiataly to your letter of the 2let. After I have had a chance 
to study your come&s, and when aoma current experiments are concluded, I uU.l 
write further. To follow your enumbrationt (2)~ I shall have to consult the 
editor8 of Genetics, but I am sure that they will assent to a bacteriological 
paper on F. Cur Genetica paper will, I am sure be entirely incomprehensible to 
many of the very people who should be aware of it (e.g. Hayes). The JGM aeema like 
an excellent auggestion;I truat you will aaauma major responsibility for it. In vieu 
of this developmant, however, I wonder ii we should not reconsider the order of 
authorship to reflect more accurately the axtent of our responsibility. If the 
Ganetica paper were now Bo be., L,C.,&L, 
tatid to give each of w ‘a better atrntse 

:+d:the Jold C.&.,&L. it would, I think, 

be made concerning detaflrr. 
a i j&p$&&~~~$&‘any ‘&ecribioru that have to $ ’ * 

Hinta m, to future &elopmenta will .be ‘all that are +“ 
possible. I would leave our Genetic8 paper in substantially the-present form and 
scope, but will necessarily, I thi$c,mantioa the Hfr and aegrelfat&on ‘effects, (3) ., 
I think you have an excellent appraiaal,rH ,Hayes. If he can be'yperauaded not to ruqh-$ 
in where angels fear to tread I think ha’ ,&a bawd to contribute-: in an -or&t WY- ‘,. 
to the field. Do you think that it wou& be appropriate to include: a critique of 
self-reproducing gametes, etc., in bpr’4JGM paper? It Sgbght be’ bet+ to confar with 
him, so as to give hlm the opportunjty of clarifying h6 remarks in his own’ paper. 
There was so much nonsense in those Nat&e papers that’12 was tempted to ‘isnore them 
altogether. (4) I thiak now there,ia no% doubt (f rom &r data) that F+ polarity fr 
involved in the U&age aberrafioaa. I'wotier, however,, if this does not answer 
an earlier ani equally fundamenf&l”queation: what dete@inea which Dal-S segment i 
is to be &iminated in the formation of ,$he && peraia#e# diploida? Previously, I f \ 
had a ayaprsrrtrical viewpoint, and could not see &x& wh$ $n 5846lHe& x WGll’77 fJE w& 
should uzm&ly find Dal- hemizygoua diploida, whil&~,W-1177fili~t waa'the H-;llri' 
contribution thatwaa elMnatad. I still do not khow'&kctly shy or how eliminatior I 
occurs, but the polarity is at least now ‘explikabletl,.We, contribution f-m the *. 
(relatively) F+ parent is the more frequently elMnat& I will stand on earlier 

m evidence that this elimination occurs during or afc%&,&hd.s, not befqreP+It wi.11.~’ 

,t- 
vary difficult to correlate the linkage details w&h&% B batter @erat&nding of V.- 
effects of this elinination. -(See table 6A my CSH %$*"I am be&ml& to think i* 

u- ., terms of relative potency, rather .than phenotypic mixtures (although both may part 
cipate ) . W-1678 (a new proline-serine-lass) bahaves like a stronger F+“.to B2d z@d Ta: 

11 lines. This is shown in its near a-feM.lity with TL- F+. Also, &n alXm&iricationt 

6 

with BM and TL F+ and F-, it gives the Sugar .A (he. like $&#8 58-l& x %lln) p&terl 
of prototrophs. Similarly with Hfr, which I would rate aa the strongest- F+. Th$s au 
gesta that in an F+ x F+ cross one of the parents stands aa a relative, F- &omDared’ : 
the other. I am planning soma experimerita with chemical influences baggd & th& tl phycological analogies. This scheme explaina why BMF- x TLF’+ (0 x 2$ ~+WX&I fer 
than BMF+ x TLF- (l+ x 0) or BDF+ x T’LF+ (l+ x 2+), and is also in ac@rd %&th?the 
segregation-elimination buariness. There is a good deal more to be done al&g this 1 

Perhaps the YJV.effect on SMF$ a( 
be checked to see whether it is not ac$uallg a,lightaactivation! (4p'). All K42 PI’ 
aaents have behaved alike in my hands, 'aa have recurrent F+ transductions to the 

* same host. [5#fx Hfr, as you say, does not transduce F+. I am just about to teat 
filials fromhfrx F-. If transducible F+ reappears8 it would appear to be fixed 
or bound in Hfr, but does this mean a different F+ageab? I have seen no variation 
in F+ x Hfr yields. $ old attenuated Hfr (no longer Hfr) seems now to transduce 
F+. Can you confirm? (6) good idea. (7) The Maaa strain is very doubtful: it is 
probably a mutant in the Waksman strain, which does carry F+ an 
fertilw with K-12. Waks, does cross with other coli, but may 
1’11 send you W-1305: a D-T-L-F+ which serves as well,(segr. from diplpid). 
(8 i) OK. Suit yourself on authorship- If you would feel easier to c&m&t only 
yourself, leave the Lederber s off. Otherwise, we don’t mind,( 811) I hope the 
paper will be in print in a I ew da 
reprint. We used 8m anl phage Tl; cl 

s (Arch issue J. Bact.) ,and will airmail 
o series of K-12 each. 

has done the same with sm and Brucella abortus, 


